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A B S T R A C T   
Environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) appeal to private donors for conservation fundraising, 
often employing single species flagships as their fundraising strategy. Previous studies suggest that donor pre-
ferences vary, and can be divided into segments. Just as preferences towards species can vary, preferences 
towards different flagship types may also differ. Thus, opportunities may exist to enhance the use of other 
flagship types such as flagship fleets, ecosystems or biodiversity in fundraising. Although previous studies have 
found that aesthetic appeal, locality or threat status can explain the decision to donate, it is unclear how these 
attributes influence choices between flagship types. We conducted a discrete choice experiment on donor pre-
ferences towards different flagship types in the United Kingdom (n = 380) and the United States (n = 374), and 
explored how flagship attributes and socio-demographic variables affect potential donors' choices. Latent class 
modeling revealed seven donor segments in both countries that varied in their preferences of flagship types and 
attributes, as well as in their price-sensitivity. Some segments were similar for both countries, but the US seg-
ments were more polarized regarding price-sensitivity. Most respondents favored biodiversity targets in their 
choices, and ecosystems were more popular than species-based flagships. To enhance their fundraising capacity, 
ENGOs should extend their donation targets beyond flagship species, and develop more targeted marketing 
strategies for different audiences. Our research also demonstrates the need for further research to examine 
respondents' characteristics, such as personal values or environmental concern, which would allow more pre-
cisely targeted marketing to specific donor segments, e.g. through social media channels.   
1. Introduction 
The shortage of conservation funding (Evans et al., 2012; Waldron 
et al., 2013) requires environmental non-governmental organizations 
(ENGOs) to find ways to improve their fundraising strategies. Private 
donations to ENGOs are an important mechanism through which con-
servationists raise funds (Larsen and Brockington, 2018; Veríssimo 
et al., 2018). The knowledge of potential donors' preferences towards 
different donation targets can help the ENGOs to enhance their fun-
draising opportunities. 
The most widely employed flagship type to attract conservation 
funds is to use a single species as a figurehead of a campaign (Leader- 
Williams and Dublin, 2000). Besides being used as fundraising tools, 
flagship species have alternative roles, such as to promote the ENGO 
itself (Caro and Girling, 2010; Jepson and Barua, 2015) or to promote 
behavioral changes in community-based conservation projects 
(Kanagavel et al., 2014; Veríssimo et al., 2014b). However, in this study 
we examined flagship species solely from the conservation fundraising 
perspective aiming to increase their efficiency in fundraising. 
Despite its popularity, it is currently unclear whether the use of 
flagship species as a fundraising tool is the most effective way to seek 
funds for conservation. These flagship species are often chosen on the 
basis of characteristics known to resonate with the preferences of po-
tential donors, such as species aesthetic appeal (Richardson and 
Loomis, 2009; Smith et al., 2012; Albert et al., 2018). However, recent 
studies suggest that the motivations driving environmental philan-
thropic behavior may be diverse and specific to certain audiences 
(Veríssimo et al., 2017, 2018; Lundberg et al., 2019a) highlighting the 
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need to explore opportunities to widen the current selection of fun-
draising strategies and potentially reach a more diverse set of donors. 
One option is to enhance the use of other flagship types, such as flagship 
fleets (groups of flagship species), or even more holistic concepts such 
as ecosystems or biodiversity as flagships, but there is a need to better 
understand the cost-effectiveness of the other flagship types, as only 
few studies have made such comparisons (White et al., 1997; Senzaki 
et al., 2017; Shreedhar and Mourato, 2019). 
Understanding the flagship preferences of potential donors would 
also, when combined with demographic variables such as age, gender 
or income, which are known to impact charitable giving in many in-
stances (Bekkers and Wiepking, 2012; Wiepking and Bekkers, 2012), 
help to segment them into identifiable groups with similar preferences. 
These insights would in turn allow the ENGOs to increase their like-
lihood of success by targeting their fundraising appeals to specific 
donor profiles (Veríssimo et al., 2014b). 
1.1. Flagship types 
At least three other flagship types can be used to raise funds for 
conservation alongside single species: 1) flagship fleets, 2) ecosystems 
and 3) biodiversity. Flagship fleets consisting of several species would 
form another species-based approach (Veríssimo et al., 2014a). At a 
minimum, two species are needed to form a fleet (White et al., 1997), 
but even a fleet of 70 species representing different taxa have been 
proposed in the literature (Santarém et al., 2019). Thus far, compar-
isons between single species and flagship fleets in the fundraising 
context are scarce (White et al., 2001; Frontuto et al., 2017), but for 
instance, by using contingent valuation method and asking one re-
spondent group to state their preferences towards Ibex and another 
respondent group towards four ungulate species (Ibex being one of 
them), Frontuto et al. (2017) found that the respondents were willing to 
pay larger amounts when Ibex was presented alone than as part of a 
fleet. 
Using holistic concepts such as ecosystems or biodiversity as flag-
ships would offer more flexibility to ENGOs in deciding how to spend 
the resources most effectively as species-based approaches carry an 
expectation that the conservation actions taken should influence the 
flagship species itself (Veríssimo et al., 2011). Although recent will-
ingness to pay (WTP) studies suggest that potential donors are willing 
to support conservation of ecosystems such as wetlands (Kaffashi et al., 
2013), coral reefs (Grafeld et al., 2016) or rainforests (Adams et al., 
2008), Veríssimo et al. (2018) did not find this association between the 
use of coral reefs as a conservation flagship and increased donations 
when examining actual donations to an ENGO in Australia. Further-
more, biodiversity as a flagship type is an intangible conservation 
cause, whereas the flagship types based on species or ecosystems are 
more tangible, which may influence its popularity. Yet, there may be 
specific donor segments that prefer to support a flagship type that 
benefits biodiversity more broadly, who may choose not to donate (as 
much) if the only option is to donate to single species. Therefore, before 
increasing the use of holistic concepts, we need to test how they would 
perform in a fundraising context specifically when choosing between 
competing flagship types. 
1.2. Flagship attributes 
In addition to the flagship type, there are a variety of attributes, 
such as species aesthetic appeal, familiarity, locality (i.e. being native/ 
non-native to respondents' homeland), as well as threat status that can 
be associated with the choice of a donation target. Many of these as-
sociations have been explored only from the single flagship species 
perspective. Previous research has shown that not even the importance 
of species aesthetic appeal is universal: while some authors have found 
aesthetic appeal explaining the WTP for conservation of the flagship 
species (Morse-Jones et al., 2012; Colléony et al., 2017; Veríssimo et al., 
2009, 2017), others have not found a similar link (Home et al., 2009;  
Veríssimo et al., 2018; Lundberg et al., 2019a). The same applies to 
threat status (Colléony et al., 2017; Curtin and Papworth, 2018;  
Lundberg et al., 2019a). Previous studies have also found respondents 
to favor familiar (well-known) species (Garnett et al., 2018), or birds 
and ecosystems (Lundberg et al., 2019a) as well as habitats (Dallimer 
et al., 2015) native to the respondent's homeland. To increase the ef-
fectiveness of flagship campaigns, these attributes need to be studied 
also in the context of different flagship types. However, it is worth 
noting that aesthetic appeal is applicable only for species-based flag-
ships, while threat and familiarity apply to ecosystems as well, and the 
locality aspect is relevant for all flagship types. 
1.3. Aims of this study 
To increase the effectiveness of flagship campaigns, our study ex-
plored whether above mentioned attributes are associated with the 
probability of eliciting a donation across different flagship types, 
aiming to identify potential donor segments that differ in this regard. 
Our research questions were: 1) Which of the flagship types will attract 
most support, and which attributes are associated with the choices in 
each potential donor segment? 2) What are the socio-economic differ-
ences between potential donor segments? and 3) Are there country- 
level differences in potential donor segments and their WTP for con-
servation of different flagship types? We implemented an online survey 
in two countries where donating is common: the United Kingdom (UK) 
and the United States (US) (CAF World Giving Index, 2018). In the US, 
about 62% of citizens donate money to charities, whereas in the UK this 
figure is 70% (CAF World Giving Index, 2018). However, environ-
mental causes received only a minor share of all donations in both 
countries, 3% in the US (Giving USA, 2019) and 4% in the UK (CAF UK 
Giving, 2019). These are therefore locations where ENGOs could make 
important gains by improving their fundraising strategies, but also 
countries where the giving ethos is substantially different (Wright, 
2001). 
2. Material and methods 
2.1. Discrete choice experiment survey design 
People's preferences and WTP towards conservation targets have 
been studied using the stated preference methods such as the con-
tingent valuation (Loomis et al., 2014) and the choice experiment 
(Subroy et al., 2019). We used a labelled discrete choice experiment 
(DCE) to test which attributes are associated with the choice of a target 
for a donation and to identify potential donor segments. In labelled 
DCE, the options in a choice set are named, (e.g. lion, savanna), as 
opposed to unlabeled DCE (e.g. option A, option B). By following the 
standard procedure of designing DCE, we first chose attributes based on 
previous WTP-studies on flagship species or ecosystems (Table 1). Then, 
we used the Ngene 1.0.2 to design the DCE, and used an orthogonal 
design and a roll-over method to generate a pilot DCE of 30 choice sets, 
divided into two blocks. 
To select flagships for the choice sets, we created a pool of species 
and ecosystems that matched the attribute combinations in the DCE- 
design. Whenever possible, we used the same ecosystems or species in 
both countries. First, we chose single flagship species using a previous 
dataset (Veríssimo et al. 2017) that contained species appeal and fa-
miliarity scores for UK and US respondents. We categorized these 192 
species into two categories based on their appeal and familiarity scores 
(Table A1 in Appendix A). We then used the global International Union 
for Conservation of Nature Red List status for non-native species and the 
local threat status for native species (i.e. UK Biodiversity Action Plan 
status or the Endangered Species Act status) to categorize species into 
two categories: threatened species (IUCN Red List status CR, EN, VU) 
into “higher extinction risk” and non-threatened (IUCN Red List status 
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NT, LC) species into “lower extinction risk”. Finally, we categorized the 
species based on their geographic location into two groups “occurs 
within the UK/US” and “occurs outside the UK/US”. The final list of 
species is in Appendix A. We used the same pool of species to form the 
flagship fleets, and included only two species into a fleet to reduce the 
cognitive burden of the respondents. 
Then, we chose the ecosystems for the DCE. The same attributes, 
except aesthetic appeal, were used for ecosystems (Table 1). We as-
sessed the familiarity of the ecosystems using Google Trends search 
patterns (see Appendix A) and categorized them into “familiar” and 
“less familiar” ecosystems. We defined a conservation status for each 
study ecosystem using literature (Duraiappah et al., 2005, p.32, 68;  
Lead et al., 2005) as the International Union for Conservation of Nature 
Red List of Ecosystems is currently not available for many ecosystems 
(IUCN, 2016) (see Table 1). For the choice sets, we chose specific 
ecosystems within the larger entities (e.g. “Amazon rainforest” within 
the “rainforest ecosystem”). The fourth flagship type, biodiversity, was 
also assigned the locality attribute, while appeal, familiarity, and threat 
were not applicable. 
We used the Typeform survey platform (https://www.typeform. 
com/) to pilot the questionnaire. To recruit participants for the pilot 
study, we contacted people within our personal networks who reside in 
the UK or in the US and have no professional link to conservation or 
environmental organizations. Each respondent of the pilot study eval-
uated 15 choice sets, which included the following options: a single 
species, a flagship fleet, an ecosystem and biodiversity presented in 
random order to avoid order effects. Each option in a choice set in-
cluded the name of the target, related attributes, and an image pre-
senting the target (Table 1). The selection of images is described in 
Appendix A. We used a one-off-donation as a payment vehicle. The 
payment vehicle included five payment level options, and a separate 
“none of these” option that was always listed last (Table 1). The pay-
ment levels were chosen based on information from real-life con-
servation campaigns in ENGOs websites (Appendix A). After having 
completed the online questionnaire, the participants responded to 
questions concerning the length and clarity of the questionnaire itself. 
We received 55 responses from the UK and 63 from the US. Using 
priors derived from the pilot studies, we used Ngene to obtain the final 
study designs of 60 choice sets that were divided into five blocks of 12 
choice sets (12 choice sets per respondent) separately for both countries 
(see an example choice set in Fig. 1). We used d-efficient Bayesian 
designs with a mean d-error of 0.02 (UK) and 0.016 (US), both being 
the best performing out of 250,000 iterations considered (see descrip-
tion of DCE study design in Appendix A). We also modified the online 
questionnaire according to feedback from pilot study respondents (e.g. 
provided more specific attribute names and adjusted the layout of the 
choice cards). 
The final DCE study design included altogether 16 different attri-
bute combinations for species and fleets, eight attribute combinations 
for ecosystems and two attribute combinations for biodiversity. The 
final UK survey included 41 species, 46 fleets and 40 ecosystems, and 
the final US survey 38 species, 44 fleets and 40 ecosystems. Because we 
chose species among flagship species from real-life fundraising cam-
paigns (Veríssimo et al. 2017), the majority of the species were mam-
mals and there were only seven bird species. Altogether 24 species were 
native to the UK or the US. We measured basic sociodemographic 
variables in the last section of the questionnaire (Appendix D). 
We then conducted the main survey via Amazon Mechanical Turk 
(MTurk, https://www.mturk.com/), a crowdsourcing data collection 
method used in recent studies on environmental philanthropic behavior 
(Sharma and Morwitz, 2016; Carrico et al., 2017; Goff et al., 2017). We 
followed the ethical guidelines of Ethical Review Board in the Huma-
nities and Social and Behavioral Sciences at the University of Helsinki 
(https://www.helsinki.fi/en/research/ethical-review-board-in-the- 
humanities-and-social-and-behavioural-sciences) when conducting the 
survey. We collected the data between 9th November and 2nd De-
cember 2018 in the UK and between 22nd and 24th November 2018 in 
the US. All the participants were given a $1.50 reward after filling out 
the questionnaire. 
2.2. Data analysis 
We used the Latent Gold Choice 5.1 (Vermunt and Magidson, 2005, 
2015) to analyze the data. Latent class (LC) analysis identifies different 
segments within a sample whose preferences are driven by different 
attributes. This study encompasses the DCE-section and basic socio-
demographic variables from a broader dataset. Because the sample size 
was small and there were no substantial differences between the sub-
groups of respondents who had or had not donated within the past two 
years (Appendix B), we treated the MTurk sample as one sample in both 
countries. 
Altogether, we included seven attributes and five covariates into the 
Table 1 
Attributes and attribute levels in the discrete choice experiment, of which all other than the first two “hidden attributes” were presented in the choice card.       
Attributes Single species Flagship fleets Ecosystems Biodiversity  
Aesthetic appeala Appealing Appealing – – 
Less appealing Less appealing 
Familiarityb Familiar Familiar Familiar – 
Less familiar Less familiar Less familiar 
Threatc Higher extinction risk Higher extinction risk Higher extinction risk – 
Lower extinction risk Lower extinction risk Lower extinction risk 
Location Within UK/US Within UK/US Within UK/US Within UK/US 
Outside UK/US Outside UK/US Outside UK/US Outside UK/US 
Donation amount £10 ($13) £10 ($13) £10 ($13) £10 ($13) 
£40 ($52) £40 ($52) £40 ($52) £40 ($52) 
£70 ($91) £70 ($91) £70 ($91) £70 ($91) 
£100 ($130) £100 ($130) £100 ($130) £100 ($130) 
£130 ($170) £130 ($170) £130 ($170) £130 ($170) 
None of these (=no-choice) £0 ($0) £0 ($0) £0 ($0) £0 ($0) 
Strategy type Single Fleet Ecosystem Biodiversity 
a Species aesthetic appeal: based on a dataset from a previous study of Veríssimo et al. (2017). “Hidden” attribute. 
b Species familiarity: based on a dataset from a previous study of Veríssimo et al. (2017). Ecosystems: Using GoogleTrends (see Appendix A). “Hidden” attribute. 
c Species: IUCN threat status for species. Threatened = higher extinction risk; non-threatened = lower extinction risk. Ecosystems: Based on Duraiappah et al. 
(2005, Fig. 1.2 p 32 and Fig. 4.3 p. 68), and Lead et al. (2005): Higher extinction risk ≥50% of the potential area of the habitat will be converted by 2050 (including 
also the area that has already been converted by 1990) and the impact of habitat loss is increasing. Lower extinction risk ≤50% of the potential area of the habitat 
will be converted by 2050 (including also the area that has already been converted by 1990) and/or the current trend of habitat loss shows continuous or decreasing 
impact.  
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analysis (Table A5 in Appendix A). To have a meaningful number of 
respondents in each category for categorical variables, we re-classified 
some of the covariates before running the analysis (Table A5 in 
Appendix A). We defined the cost attribute as the “price” variable to 
obtain segment-specific WTP-parameters for the attributes (Vermunt 
and Magidson, 2015, p. 9). First, we ran 1–9 class LC Choice models. 
Then, we ran the models with scale adjustments, which helps reduce 
the effect of variation in scale of responses and classify similar pre-
ference patterns, regardless of uncertainty in responses, into the same 
segment. We ran both 2-sClass and 3-sClass models, meaning that the 
respondents are divided into 2 or 3 scale classes within each segment, 
representing their strength of preference (see list of all models in Ap-
pendix C). 
We used the following model selection criteria: lowest BIC-, highest 
R2 (Vermunt and Magidson, 2005), model parsimony and interpret-
ability (i.e., that the results are coherent; Law and Harrington, 2016), 
segment sizes ≥5%, as well as usefulness from the fundraising view-
point (for example, a small segment can be interesting if it donates 
particularly large sums, or has an exclusive preference for a target that 
is uncommon in other segments). In addition to the latent class model, 
the software runs a conditional logit model without segmentation that 
can be used to obtain mean WTP for each attribute. We calculated the 
mean WTP by dividing the negative of each attribute coefficient with 
the coefficient of the cost attribute (Langen, 2011). 
3. Results 
We received 395 responses from the UK and 390 from the US 
(Appendix A). The final numbers of responses in the analyses were 380 
(UK sample) and 374 (US sample), as Latent Gold excludes cases with 
missing values. In both samples the majority of the respondents were 
male, over half of the respondents had an academic degree, the ma-
jority lived in suburban settings, and around one third reported having 
donated money to conservation within the last two years (Table A6 in 
Appendix A). 
3.1. Latent class analysis 
The best models were the 2-sClass 7-Class Choice models in both 
countries (Tables C1–C2 in Appendix C). The overall R2 = 0.35 (UK) 
and R2 = 0.38 (US) indicated a relatively good model fit (Tables 2–3). 
Based on Wald statistics, all attributes were associated with the choices 
in both countries (Wald p-values 0.000). However, because appeal and 
familiarity had non-significant Wald(=) p-values (appeal p = .330 
(UK), p = .200 (US), familiarity p = .140 (UK) and p = .530 (US)) in 
both countries, these attributes could not be used to distinguish seg-
ments in our study. 
3.2. UK respondents 
Latent Gold Choice SALC-analysis identified seven potential donor 
segments (Table 2). The largest segment, (1) “Threat-conscious biodi-
versity donors” favored biodiversity in their choices, but when they 
chose species or ecosystems, threat was the dominant criterion. (2) 
“Native species donors” had the strongest orientation towards species 
and fleets of all donor segments. They were the only segment with a 
preference for native targets. Overall, their interest in donating was 
high, as there were only 5.6% no-choice responses in this segment. (3) 
“Price-sensitive donors” had a focus on biodiversity (altogether 76%) 
irrespective of the location. (4) “Ecosystem donors” preferring threa-
tened targets formed the only price-insensitive segment within UK re-
spondents. (5) “Non-donors” chose almost exclusively the none option 
(in scale class 2 only 8% of the respondents chose other than none 
option). (6) “Unmotivated donors” donated rarely and only small 
amounts, and none of the attributes (except cost) or targets were sig-
nificant. (7) “Biodiversity donors” comprised the smallest segment, who 
were price-sensitive active donors with strongest biodiversity focus ir-
respective of location. None of the species attributes were significant 
Fig. 1. Example of one of the 60 choice sets presented in our survey. The example choice set is from the UK version of the survey. One choice set included four 
alternative flagship types and the “none of these” option, and each respondent had altogether 12 choice sets. (Photo credits are listed in the Acknowledgements). 
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because species/fleet were almost never chosen, and possibly because 
of the small segment size. 
Considering the attributes and covariates among the UK re-
spondents, the coefficient for the threat attribute was positive in the 
first five segments, and location (being native) was positively related to 
the choices in one segment (Table 2). Six segments were cost-sensitive. 
None of the socio-demographic covariates had a significant p-value in 
the overall model. Gender and the level of education were the only 
covariates that were significant within a segment (“Native species do-
nors”). 
For the price-sensitive segments WTP-estimates along with mean 
WTP for attributes are given in Table 4. The sums varied greatly from 
positive to negative values across the segments. For example, biodi-
versity received values from negative (“Native species donors”) to $435 
(“Biodiversity donors”), whereas for single species the pattern was re-
versed ($82 and negative, respectively, Table 4). In the context of do-
nating behavior, negative WTP estimates simply mean strong avoidance 
of the target (Cosmina et al., 2016). 
3.3. US respondents 
Latent Gold Choice SALC-analysis revealed seven potential donor 
segments (Table 3). (1) “Threat-conscious biodiversity donors” formed 
a segment where threat was the dominant criterion and majority of 
those who chose to donate preferred biodiversity (67%). (2) “Price-in-
sensitive active donors” preferred threatened and local donation tar-
gets. (3) “Price-sensitive inactive donors” rarely donated, but when 
they did, they had the highest preference of all segments for native 
targets, preferring threatened ecosystems. (4) “Price-insensitive biodi-
versity donors” had the highest preference for biodiversity, choosing 
local targets when possible. (5) “Price-insensitive holistic donors” pre-
ferred threatened and local ecosystems and biodiversity. (6) “Price- 
sensitive biodiversity donors” were keen donors, who preferred threa-
tened and local targets, and chose mainly the smallest sum. (7) “Highly 
price-sensitive biodiversity donors” was a small segment of selective 
donors. It was the most price sensitive respondent segment, as almost 
all of those who donated chose the smallest possible sum. 
Among US respondents, threat was positively associated with 
choices in almost all segments except in segments four and seven. Five 
segments preferred local targets. Four of the seven segments had some 
degree of cost-sensitivity. Income and the level of education were the 
only covariates with a significant p-value in the overall model and 
within a segment (i.e. in segments “Threat-conscious biodiversity do-
nors”, “Price-sensitive inactive donors” and “Highly price-sensitive 
biodiversity donors”). 
Similar to the UK respondents, the WTP-sums varied greatly be-
tween segments (Table 4). However, among flagship types, biodiversity 
never received negative values, and species-based flagship types re-
ceived only negative values, which differs from the results of UK re-
spondents. 
4. Discussion 
This was the first study to explore how different donation target 
attributes, such as species aesthetic appeal, familiarity, level of threat, 
locality, and cost, affected choices between different flagship types. By 
studying two countries that are major players in conservation through 
both ENGOs and international funding (CAF World Giving Index, 
2018), our study improves upon the current DCE-literature that consists 
mostly of single country studies. 
4.1. Attributes explaining environmental philanthropic behavior 
Studies on the role of aesthetic appeal and familiarity in environ-
mental philanthropic behavior has yielded mixed findings (Morse-Jones 
et al., 2012; Colléony et al., 2017; Veríssimo et al., 2017, 2018). In our M
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study, these two attributes were statistically significant predictors, but 
as they had a similar effect on all segments in both countries, we did not 
find support for using them to distinguish potential donor segments. 
Threat status, instead, was the most important attribute in our study, 
especially for the largest respondent segment in both countries, but at 
the same time, there were segments that chose their targets based on 
other attributes. This variation among respondents could explain why 
previous studies have found both positive (Curtin and Papworth, 2018;  
Veríssimo et al., 2018; Lundberg et al., 2019a) and non-significant 
(Colléony et al., 2017) associations between threat status (or con-
servation need) and WTP. As latent class models produce more nuanced 
results by identifying segments with different preferences, this further 
supports the use of latent class analysis when studying potential donors' 
preferences. 
Locality had the lowest mean WTP in our study in both countries, 
and it was more important in the US than in the UK. Rather similarly, 
local residents in three Northern European countries have been willing 
to pay more for conservation of habitats in their own home country 
compared to those abroad (Dallimer et al., 2015), and potential online 
donors have been found to be more willing to support local than foreign 
birds and ecosystems in Finland (Lundberg et al., 2019a). This suggests 
that location could be considered as one of the segmentation principles 
for potential donors, but more research is still needed to examine the 
role of nationalism/patriotism in relation to donating to environmental 
charities. 
Price-sensitivity was another factor that varied among segments, 
and appeared more polarized in the US. Price sensitivity has been ob-
served, for instance, among students (Grigolon et al., 2012) or parti-
cipants of a WTP-study on green consuming (Liu et al., 2017). To reach 
these donors, it is important to include donation options also to lower 
end of the donation amounts in fundraising appeals. We also found one 
price-insensitive segment in the UK, and three in the US suggesting that 
our donation amount scale may have been too low for them, although 
we chose levels for the cost attribute using information derived from 
the ENGOs websites. Alternatively, these price-insensitive respondents 
were overly optimistic about how much they were willing to donate in a 
hypothetical situation (Schläpfer et al., 2001; Murphy et al., 2003). 
4.2. Comparison of alternative flagship types 
Each of the four flagship types attracted support, but to different 
degrees. Respondents tended to favor most biodiversity followed by 
ecosystems over species approaches: we found only one segment in the 
UK and none in the US with a preference towards the species approach. 
Previous meta-analyses have produced conflicting results when com-
paring WTP for conservation of species-based and holistic targets 
(Nijkamp et al., 2008; Jacobsen and Hanley, 2009; Lindhjem and Tuan, 
2012), further supporting the idea of targeted marketing to different 
segments and highlighting the need of future research on this topic. 
The fourth flagship type, biodiversity, differs most from the other 
flagship types. It is a complex concept, and flagship species have often 
been employed to represent it. Being an intangible cause, it may be hard 
to realize what donating to biodiversity actually means. Hence, the 
choice of biodiversity as a donation cause may require stronger trust 
towards the ENGO because the donor does not know exactly how the 
funds will be spent, and the donor must rely on the ENGOs' expertise in 
cost-effective conservation. Yet, there were four segments in both 
countries that preferred biodiversity. Indeed, within one segment in 
both countries almost all the choices were biodiversity. There are rea-
sons why ENGOs may not want to focus on general concepts such as 
biodiversity for fundraising. One disadvantage of the widespread use of 
biodiversity as a flagship for fundraising may be the increase in direct 
competition between ENGOs: Efforts to stand out from other ENGOs 
could explain the focus in more specific flagships such as single species. 
4.3. Methodological considerations and future prospects 
There are some limitations that should be kept in mind when in-
terpreting the results. Our surveys were not intended to be nationally 
representative. The samples represent MTurk workers, which have been 
shown to be subject to some biases as compared with national popu-
lations. For example, the educational level of the MTurk workers is 
higher, and their income level is lower than the average US population 
(Paolacci et al., 2010). However, MTurk workers have been found to be 
at least as representative of the national population as traditional in-
ternet-based subject pools (Paolacci et al., 2010). MTurk is also a cost- 
effective way to obtain survey responses from a socio-economically 
more diverse respondent pool compared with rather homogenous stu-
dent samples often employed in similar studies (Mason and Suri, 2012). 
The MTurk survey data has been found to be equally reliable as the data 
collected using other methods (Buhrmester et al., 2011). 
Furthermore, although WTP-estimates tend to be generally higher 
than actual behavior (List and Gallet, 2001), there is no reason to be-
lieve that the method would bias differences between attributes and 
flagship types, or between segments. In addition, the segment-specific 
WTP-estimates are more reliable than mean WTP-values, as the con-
ditional logit model included all segments (also those that have non- 
significant cost-estimate). However, our attempt was not to derive ab-
solute monetary value for each attribute or flagship type, but rather to 
compare one flagship type against others, and to study which attributes 
are associated with the choices. 
As only some of the sociodemographic variables appeared to be 
associated with the choices, more information on the respondents' 
characteristics driving the choices is needed, such as personal values, 
environmental concern (Lundberg et al., 2019b), trust in ENGOs, as 
well as biodiversity knowledge. We also suggest that future studies 
should direct their focus more on behavioral experiments with actual 
donations. It is also important to investigate the preferences of donors 
in emerging economies such as China or India, as the weight of the 
countries in individual philanthropic donations will no doubt grow in 
the next decade, and their specific social and cultural context may mean 
that donor preference structures could differ substantially. 
5. Conclusion 
In conclusion, our study identified seven donor segments in both 
countries with different preferences, which further supports previous 
findings that potential donors consist of separate segments and should 
thus not be treated as a single group (Veríssimo et al., 2017, 2018). Our 
results suggest that ENGOs should take into account donor preferences 
and characteristics when designing their messages, and target those 
donor groups with which the messages are most likely to resonate. 
Overall our results suggest that there appears to be potential for the use 
of different types of flagships, beyond the traditional single charismatic 
species paradigm, that can allow for greater flexibility in addressing the 
ongoing biodiversity crisis. Given that socio-demographic variables 
were not particularly insightful in defining donor segments, we en-
courage future research to explore the role of psychographic variables, 
such as environmental attitudes and social norms, as well as past do-
nation behavior. These characteristics are currently easy to include 
when reaching out to donors through tools such as social media ad-
vertising, which have already become an important part of the mar-
keting strategy of many ENGOs. 
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